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. ’ T . Abstract

Among the many philoSophic insights offered by Riéhard M. Weaver, rhetorical
of circumstance

¢

‘scholdrs have perhaps been most irtrigded by his establishment
Qhallenging'Weaverfs

-and défihitioh as morally dichotomousisources_of argument. -

assumption that the identification of a rhetor's fact or genus preferences .
supplies necessary_in$ights’into~the speaker's:philosophy, this, present essay
‘proboses

further tests for a value-based criticism of argument.
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. of the arnuer.

IS Veaver S conclus:on thaf deflnltlon amounts to- a superlor rhetorlcal form.

The Problems of Using Public Rhetoric
to Reveal Private;Philosophyé An Analysis of Richard Weaver

on the Arguments from Circumstance and Definition

.~

~
AN

f_"' In the.Ethlcs of Rhetorlc, Richard Weaver 1dent1f1es three sources of ar-

qument—-genus, stllltude and- c1rcumstance——for the establishlng of conclu51ons'

.on matters of confroversy.l' Weaver pays particular attentlon to two of these

forms——the argument of c:rcumsrance and that of def1n1t10n~—wh1ch he contrasts

_as dtchotomous means for ga1n1ng 1n31ght into "a man ] polltlcal phllosophy..,

e"D*essed in the tvpe of argument he- prefers. 2 ,Because the argument of genus

) d15cr1m1nates objects into classes and further,_attrlbutes value to the clas—

‘ses, Weaver terms the definitional pos1tJon as being the ultlmate.phllosophlcall

argument——consequently, the most morally praiseworthy form. 'The arcument of _

01rcumstance, because it merely reads the "facts" and, in an expedlent fashlon
ac"epts ‘them as coercive, is the least phllosophlcal and least morally respon—

51ble way of knowxng. By observ1ng the arguer s appanent preference -for cir-

cumstantlal or deflnltJonal sources of argument. the rhetorlcal cr1t1c, accordlngl'

to Ueaver, nay ‘gain an 1n51ght into the moral and phllosophlcal orientation
Thus, Abraham Lincoln, Weaver' s archtype of the definiticnal

thlnker, is judged to be a superlor advocate. when compared to the representa—
tlve of c1rcumstant1al reasonlng——Edmund Eurke. 4 ’

Seeklng to tesf Weaver s claims about the 1n51ghtfulness/£f the" c1rcumstan—

t1a1 and derlnltlonal cources, Denn1s R. Bormann has- challenged Weaver' s cla551—

)

fication of Barke as the c1rcumstant1al arguer, par excellence, and ' has dlsputed
3 .

U51ng content ana1v51s methodology, James J. Floyd and W. Clifton Adams have

addressed themselves to the issue -of whether Lincoln: was predomlnant ly an

arguer from genus and Burke a factually-based-advocate. In a further 1nquiryf



Ca-vis a~part1cular issue at. hand..

. the cr1t1c go beyond the mere 1dent1chatlon of his cenus or fact preferences.

Speclflcally, cr1t1cs should scrutlnlze the morallty, validity and motives

into the typologies, I will maintain three propositions all of which mark a - o

substantlal dlsagreement with Weaver. Flrst, the identification of valid a ' ,

sexamples of c1rcumstan+1a1 and: deflnltlonal claims is a more difficult under—
taking than is lmnlled by Woaver.- Second even un1versally—accepted examnleq
of fact and genus axre, in and of themselves, highly impexfect Lnnghts into
the Jnternal moral—phllosophlcal posltlon of. an advocate .in general -or vis-

This suggests that the argument of defi-

n1tlon does not necessar11y domonstrate the phllosophlcal superlorlty of a

partlcular rhetor' s ep1stemology. As a,result, my th1rd propos1tlon holds

‘that judgments of the moral—philosophlcal worth of an advocate require that'

of the rhétor's use of definitional terms.

I.

L}
' : . Y !

Bormann' s effort to . identify definitional premises ln Burke’s allegedly

:c1rcumstant1al speech . on "Conc111at10n W1th erica," and Floyd and Adams'

endeavor to conten+ analyze Burke and L1nco]n s use of argument, suggests

that -thé 1ssue of merely 1dent1fy1ng examples of the typologles is a fruit-

ful . startlng po:nt for th1s present essay. My. flrst proposltlon, then, is

\s1mply to argue that the app11cat10n of the typologles to actual arguments

"is a more d1ff1cult exerc1se than Weaver implies in his explanatlon and use

'9051t1ve and dlalectlcal tevms.

of h1s b1polar forms. “In establlshlng the d1ff1culty of class1fy1ng asser—-ﬁ

tlons. it 1s relevant to cons1der, first, Weaver s ovmn d1st1nctlon’hetween

Whereas pos1t1ve terms are "capable of

phv51ca1 1den 1F1cat10n and measurement...ex1st1ng objectlvely in the world,
vhose prescnce suoposedly everyone can be brought to acknowledge"——e g., a S
rock or tree——d1alect1cal ‘terms are not perce1ved they arxe constructed.-'mhus,

L a term such as "justlce" is d1a1ectlcal 1n the sense that persmns understand

Q B
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loglcal processes of deflnltlon, 1ncluslon, exclus1on, and 1mp11catlon. T .-

fSJnce d1alect1cal terms are: subjectlve constructlons, ‘it is poss1ble,

Weaver . 1dent1f1es soclologlsts as be1ng especlally

terms as p051t1ve ones.

'the mean1ng of the terml"not through sensory perceptlon, but throught the

s

-even Ty

4

'llkely, that persons w1ll have varying conceptlons of the terms and w1ll dis-

agree as to whether or not a given situation represents, for examole, "Justice.'
prone to treat d1alect1cal ’ o

Taklng a soc1olog1cal deflnltlon\of the term "soc1al

5 . ) . i . : N
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problem" Weaver comments: "a social problem is not somethlng that just

anybody could 1dent1fy, llke an elephant 1n a parade, ‘but somethlnq that
must‘be detptmlnpd by a dlalectlcal operatlon ' L

Weavpr s d1stxnctlon between the pos1t1ve and d1alecth texrm 1is Jmpor—

tant, at this polnt, preclsely because we may have cause to criticize hlm for

the same error he! finds. in the Ysc1ent1st1c" soc1olog1sts. To w1t, whlle it

“should be clear that the terms "argument from c1rcumstance" and "argument

-from def1n1tlon" are d1alect1cal Weaver uses these concepts almost as if

they were pos1t1ve.A That 1s, he understates the difficulty of alleging that

such—and—such statement represents a c1rcumstant1al or a def1n1t10nal claim.

To return to Weaver s example of the elephant, it 1is much more d1ff1cult to
N

chk out a."def1n1 on“ .or - "c1rcumstance" from a text than to d1st1ngu15h

between circus an1mals in parade. Slnce the typolog1es are constructlons,

the1r applicad 1on any text y1elds d1sputable «lass1f1catlons of argument.-

Now it is trué that Weaver is fully cognlzant of ‘the compllcatxons- to.

.'be. encountered in "nam1ng"—-1 e., in mak1ng the assumption that we kn0w the

viay. thlngs really are.7 He remarks, at one polnt that all def1n1tlon 1s

c1rcular in the sense that’ "The thing we have never heard -of'is deflned for
/us by the th1ngs we kn0w.$v While thusacknowledglncthe sub3ect1v1ty of
scholarshlp, Weaver does not give suff1c1ent attention to the poss1b11t1y that

apollcatlons of the fact and genus typologles by one critic may. be controverted

by another. In this sense, the categorlzatlon of any g1ven argument as 'c1r—

cumstantlal or def1n1tlonal\may be challenged and, as a gorollary pr1nc1ple,

“all such class1f1catlons are probally valid in vary1ng degrees._ While it is

true to sav that- Weaver makes a good case for his clas51f1catlons, it does

not follow thaf they are uqcontestlble.9 Dennis ‘R. Bormann ‘has questloned

Uhether Weaver [ examples of Burke s 51tuatlon—based cla1ms are representatlve
of the man, presentlng counter examples of Burke as a def1n1tlonal aguer.
G01ng one step further, I belleve that 1t may be demonstrated that Weaver S
placements, themselves, are dlsputable, whether or not they are representatlve.A
o Take, for 1nstance, Weaver s hypothetlcal example of a c1rcunstant1al '
cla1m- "The. c1ty must be surrendered because the bes1egers are SO numerous.
Weaver argues that such const1tutes an exped:ent argument becausé it allows
the v"facts standlng around"——the number of enemy-—to dlctate the decision

to surrender. However, 1f one cons1ders the argument as but a part of a

total enthymeme, m1ght not the aud1ence £ill in such deflnltlonal premlses



- Jarge populat10n° Indeed to the extent that subtreasurers

A)

on

14
,slavery vas unacceotahle. To be sure, Weaver is per:

this is Weaver s premler example of the def1n1t10na

as these: it 1s stupld to sacrifice . llfe in a hopeless caus it is better:

" to w1thdraw now and fight later (assumlng that the surrender of the city does
is a hypothetlcal a

not imnly the destructlon of the army) SJnce thls examnl.

hnwevor. it is JmDoqslhle for us to know the real context of unstated

6ef1n1t10na1 nYemlses uhwch the arguer - ‘-might later employ oxr vhich the audi-

ence mxoht supoly. Nevertheless, similar exceptions ‘may be found in Vleaver's.
catalogulng of actual h1stor1cal arguments. In the examnle of
deflnltlonal defense of a s1ngle national bank in preference to a subtreasury
svstem, Ueaver quotes Lincoln to the effect that the former is preferable to,
the latfer because'the personal interests of the subtreasurers might conflict.

Thls represents, in Weaver s v1ew, an occaslon in whlch Llncoln deflned the

"1nfalllble tendency" of human nature and argued from this genus.. Howvever,

4
could not one’ pa*aDhrase the argument Jn a different,  more c3rcumstant1ally

exnedlent vein, such as 1n'the follow1ng Sentence: "I will not consider. the
“dmlnlstratlve ef iciency ox prlnc:ple-—mOnopoly pnwer versus compethJOn,
ard money versus soft montv, atc _——of the bank1ng matter; rather, I submlt\

“that the plan cannnt succeed because of the fact .that subtreasuvrers may

€ el e

mx.susn the funds. Aqaln,balthough Weaver makes a good case for h1s classi-

f1catlon, the opposxte may be ma1nta1ned Indeed my paraphrase of L1ncoln

reads very much lee Weaver's own 1llu°tratlon of Burke on the matter of the

"Popery Laws.” In this instance, Burke 1s quoted to the effect that because

of the great number of people in Ireland, the Engllsh covernment will find

the d1sab111t1es aoalnst the Ir1sh 1mpcss1ble to ma1nta1n. Does Burke

mnrelv "read the facts" or does he not examine the "nature of covernment" and

N
flnd that no admlnlstratlon mayv long enforce unpopular measures agalnst a
tendency toward

i

malfeasance constltutes an argument based on the genus of humnn nature, Burke's

c1tat1on-of thevhuman»tendency not to suffer repression is an argument_based,

o -

at least in part, on the\same genus. o ' -

ll
To take\h flnal 1lJustratlon of the problemat1c nature of argumentatlve
taxonomy, cons1der leaver's: example of LJncoln as a person who was unalterably

opposed to slavery, hold1ng that 1F one def1ned blackséas\men, then their
asive in h1s descrlp—

tion of LJncoln as: an arguer from genus on the slavefy cuestlon. Indeed

p051tlon, for Weaver

describes Llncoln s argument as "exp11c1t " wr1t1ng that the man from’ Illln01s

Q
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'classlflcatlon of argument 1¢ a'subjective matter based on an 1nternal con-

(2]

“clung tenaciously to thjs conceot of-gcnus," that he "could never be dislodged

from his poqltton" and that he refused "to hedqe on the principle of slavery

'qﬂch cartitude notw1thsfand1nq, Weaverx thqnlf c'ulijl:lr\s evidencn to qunoevf
that ancoln aid" temoorlz 'in hls pos1t10n on s1av0rv. Veaver renortq that, -

although Lincoln’ acknowledged the wrongness of the institution, he did not

argue for its abolition in the slave’ states;—he asked only that the ev1l.system.
should not be extendedt 'Historian John’A' Garraty interprets this position

as somewhat less than ent1rely definitional.

However, he [L1ncoln] often weakened the force of hls arguments [against

. slavery], being perhaps too eager to demonstratc h1s conservatlsm "I am

not, nor ever have been, 1n favor of br1ng1ng about in any way the social

and political equality’ of the white and black races," he Jnslsted.. Only

conqtltntlonal mcthods should be used to "prevent the evll fron becomlng
He took a

larger." Pm1nc1pat:on would come "in God's cood tlm° "
fcnce—51tt1ng poswtlon on th° questlon of abolltlon Jn the District of

Columbla ‘and stated. flatly that he- did not favor rcpeal of the rugltlve_

.16 .
. slave Act.’® . S : o

Weaver, to be sure, is awvare of exceot:ons such as those glven by Ga*raty and

1n explalnlng why Lincoln d1d not free all the slaves when he had ,the oppor— "

_tun1ty to do so as President, .Vleaver observes that L1ncoln ;7espect[ed]" the

c1rcumstances but was not "deflected" by them. ' Such a semantic . twist does

not really ﬂLlute the force of the 1nterpretat10n that L1ncoln as candidate

and as Prcs1dent did hedge on slavery in v1ew of attending c1rcumstanccs.

: even when he pu* forth the Emancipation Proclamatlon, Llncoln llmlted 1ts

, eFFect to the states in rebelllon.; Blacks in the pro-Union slaveholding states

remained in bondage so that the loyalty of the: Unlonlst borde* states might

18
not be threatened.” . The point to-bhe made here is not that Lincoln's rhetorlc-
or actlons on the slavcrv issue deserve censure, nor even that Weaver's. 1nter—

pretatlon of Lincoln is "wrong. My intention is :merely to show thatXthe

deflnltlonal Jnterpretatlon of Lincoln is;- llLe all applications of d alect1cal
/

’ K : - . o /(

'terms, open to ouestlon. oo . . S
Lo

! This brlef 1nqu1ry 1nto Weaver S ehamples suggests that because the -

)
i

st For.

struction by the critic, that uncontestcd examples may be. unobtalnable.
‘this recason, it may ‘be assumed fhat judgments- about arguments are valid,

_w1th.some 1dent1f1able degrece of force. Weaver s fallure (] expllc1tely

l:(y . | c f .;A | S

Thus; '

T
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considexr the scholarly dlfflculty of ap

he tends to treat them as unconteqted t

I

This observatlon about the use of.

‘proposifion-' even assuming that a high

be reached on the presence of circumsta
a given text, “the mere fact of such uni

supply only very uncertaln concluslons

'pos;tlon and the worth of that’ position.
"this as5ert10n,'1t is necessary to cons1der in d

'tfue'knowiedge res1des in universals versus the modern vi
ally—d1scovered facts. "I shall adhere,

consisting of a collectlon of emp1r1c

" to the classlcal proposmtlon," writes Weaver,

\

ply1ng his Lypoloqlcs suggcsts that

erms——possibly claiming ‘too much for them.

RS

I/

the typologies brings me to my second
degree of scholarly agreement could
nt1al and def1n1t10nal prototvﬁes in
versally—accepted class1f1cat10ns would
about the arguer 's moral—phllosophlcal
. To understand the full .import of
etail Weaver s belief that

ew of knowledge as

"that therc is no knowledge
, 20

at the level of sensatlon, that therefore knowledge is of un1versals.

'

. scheme of rcallty, Weaver asserts, "That the th1ng is not try

is not just unleqs these conform to & conceptual 1dea1 "
as he puts 1t, spec1a1 facts represen* the

awvare of the modern v:ew that,

highest form of know]edge,

~ - Mgilliam of Occam who propounded the fateful doctri

. dénies that unwversals have a real ex1stence.

factnal. (empiri

-Scopes trial on gvolution in wh1ch, he
in the anti- evolutlon law——amounted to a hlgher

sences——whlch were embodled

order than that oF facts or collection

.24 .
theoxy- - - Rejectlng,the "fragmented" fa\tual ap
ducatlon whlch has. as 'its aim "not merely the

Vleaver .  favors a _system of e

\,

ach1ev1ng truth in spec1f1c s1tuatJons.
subject via. d1alect1c (th

conclu51ons based on factual obse

.\ o Hav1ng establlshed the general propos1t10n that on

'ertlng that facts gain meaning only by . reference to a hlgheréfonccptual~‘

and the act

Weauervis'quite ,r

2 I
and, further, he traces th1s view back to

ne of nom1na11sm, wh1ch y

As an example of the

cal) versus unlversal notlon of knowledge, Weaver c1tcs the

says, the knov1nq of values and ‘es—

s of facts as expressed 1n\evolut10nary

pvoach to understanding,

but the shap1ng of the mind :and of the

v
)
\

e knows through uni-

rsals rather than’ facts, Weaver descr1bes the two correspondlng means of’

Here he- contrasts analysis of a

e correlary to knowledge of un1versals) to that of

rvation (correspondlng to the v1ew that

Weaver def1nes dla]ectlc as "a method

9.

19




of investigation whose object is the establishment of truth about dopbtful

.26
j propositions." Describing the methodology of dialectic, Weaver tells us

that it is the "science of naming," it "defines the subject," it cnables us

to know dnfinitions, it "divide[s] things by classes," and, finally, dia]cctic

identifies (discriminates) what belongs in categories. Weaver postulates

‘a clpse relationship between the dialectical methodology and the nature of

dialectical terms. "[Tlhe dialectic which precedes it [rhetoric] will detecrmine

not the application of positive terms but that of terms which are subject to '
i

contingency of evaluation. Here dialectical inquiry will concern itself not

with what is‘ iron but with what is' goqd It seeks to establish what be-~

. longs in the category of the just' rather than what belongs in thc genus' Canis."

A Dealing, as it does, with non—pos1tive concepts, ‘the dialectic is abstract rather

than empirical. It is a scientific demonstration which‘operates accordinglto

.29 . . : . . L . S s
logic. Dialectic, then, is a metho of coming to grips with .the interpretations

and evalutaions wvhich are n integral part of knowing dialectical terms. The

dialectician is coqnizant f values and essences and appliecs such in bis reasoning

about things——he argues fr a pos1tion‘defined by universals. T \

*Having explained his position that the dialectical—universalist approach_

amounts. to a superior way ¢f knowing, Weaver juxtaposes it to the infcrior
‘factual;empirical'episfemology. Believing that the pursuit of factual and
djalectic knowledge rcprescnts a kind of. dichotomy, Weaver writes that, "The

' concluSion comes down to thlS~ things which are discriminated empirically
)

[according to facts] cannot thereafter by the same operation bhe dischminated
If one w1shes to arrive at a dialectical discrimination, one

'dialectically.,
27

has to start from a. position which makes that poss:ble " “urthe unlike

the dialectical reasoner who begins his incuiry from a-value pnsition, the
|
arguer who looks first to facts. is prone to avoid value propos1tions entirely.

Concludes Weaver- "The theory of empiriCism is plausible: bacause Jt assumes
'

-t

that accuracy about small matters ‘prepares the way for valid judgment about

large ones. What happens, however, is that the judgments are never made.

;_\ 'The pedantic empiriCist, buried in his little prOVince of phnnomena, imagines
', that fidelity to it exempts him from concern w1th,larger aspects of reality——
in the casn of science, from consideration of whether there is reality other

than natter "32

Challenging Weaver's preference for dialectical universals, Bormann attacks
'the Weaverian logically—oriented epistemology as Outmoded, objecting that '"People
- I

10 -
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in anclent Grecce, and for centuries therecafter, used to delight in classifying
things according to substance or genus and to base arguments on such classifi-
eations. The age of science, howcvcr, has changed our mnde of thinking fo a

great degree. 7Tt is becoming more difficult today to araue from bhroad 'uncon-

" ~‘tesred' ueneralJzatlons. Pcoole want to know, what is your ev:dcncc? Who
sajd so? Uhat are the facts? 1In contrast, Bormann believes that the dia-

lectical approach is obsolcte: "I am afraid that unless we are w1111ng to

return to the old 'armchair analysis' prevalent before the Renaissance and

unless we are w1111ng to bcllcve that sound argument can t.ke place in a

vacuum without reference to reallty, we must dlsagree with Wcaver s approach

3
. to-argumcnt." 3 ‘
o \ - ' . .
\Mj own reading of Weaver suggests to me that he is more cognizant of

2ed dlalPCtlc w1th the facts of a 51tuat10n than

the need to align ideal
Bormann recognizes. Wh le Vleaver does allege that the appl:catlon of dia-

1ect1c to polltlcal que tlons, for 1nstancc, would 1mprove "the" ablllty of
an electorate to dJstan11sh loaJcal posltlons from the detail of rhetorical

34 ‘ ~
he, ne erthelcs ; owes that4two factors of the. pure dialec-

amollflcatlon
| tic render it inappropriate as an exclusive way of knowlng in human affairs.
First, the pure dialectician is "neutral toward the bearing of his reasoning
) ' 2

: . 35 R . -, \ “ s -
upon actuality." The dihlectic, in other words, leaves.out feeciing.

Secondly} "tthen a dialecti opcrates Jndependcnfl of the concrete facts of |

: 37
a s1tuatlon,'1t can be dﬂitfuctlve. - In suppor of this second observation,

f a complete diaIectican vho,

X Ucaver offcrs the case f‘SoFrates as an example
- because' of the lack of social responsibilitv his prguments 5mp1ied, gave the
authorities of Athens some 1e§itjmate *easons for proccediny acaingc’ “fm.38
"when notn

Writing. that an undlluted dlalectlc,;such as equused by Socrates

\
accompanJed by a hlstorlcal cons ciousness and responsJBJllty. wo~ks to dlsfolve

those oolnlons, based partly on\fcellnq, which hold a soclcty together..' As

a result. "It tcnds, therefore, to be essentJally revolutlonary and without

commltment to pract1ca1 realities." Co“v1nced that the unadulte*ated dia--

elctic "does not heed the 1moerat1<es of living" Weaver concludes that "The

.epels us in its degraded forms, cannot

art of polltlcs,'although\lt often
N ' ,40

be totatly abandoned in favor of pu e speculation." In this vein, Vegver

offers t he'case of Henry David Thorehu's treatise on "ClVJl pisobedience" as
an 111ustrat10n of the dlfflculty posed bX‘?Zklng a purclv dialectical posi-

tlon on a political, auestlon. ' From a dlalectlcally-bascd stance on the naturc”

[ERJ}:‘n S . | ' 1 ].1:[
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.dialecticism? ,Simnlv stated, he believas that the defects of dialectia can

men 1n their 1nd1v1dua1 situations, so that...lt takes into account hat

- go 1dea1]v and ethJcally and a consm@eratlon of the specia’

3hls\aud1tovs. r"oward both of thcse he has a respossibilit®sy

“be used by a lover of trutﬂ because it 1ndulges in

l i
all state intervention into the affairs
. . 41
‘of men, prompting Weaver to brand Thoreau's dialectic as uwnrealiativ,

of man and the state, Thorcau obposcd

What, then, is VWeaver'ys solution to the "subversive" nature of extreme

he mitigated and the advantagce:maintaincd by the use of the rhetoric as a

complement to a precceding value-inspired dialectical inquiry. Arguing from.

4 . ) . A . . . 2
Aristotle's position that rhetoric'is a cohnterpart of dialectic, ~ Weaver

concludes that rhetorlc—-whlch he dcflan a the situationa) presentation

via empha51s of prcv1ously—d1ucalcrcd triuth--can succes sfuily r@late\the

abstract, neutral rcsults of dlalectlc to real facts and real peoplc. Rhetoric,

1nthls v1ew, "take[s] any d1a1ect1ca11y secured position (since P051t1ve

y051tlons, like the 'position' that watcr freczes at 32° F., are not matters

for rhetorical appeal) and show[s] 1ts relationship to the world of prudent:al
(1) taking account

~

- 43
znduct n?<. phetoric corrects the deFects of alalccth by:
o

audience fccllngs (wvhich dialectic does not do) moving. thoqe fchJ gs "Jn.

W
" the direction QF a coal ' and (2) dlrcctlwg its attcntlon to "1nd1w1dua1

Out "45\\

science [dlalectlc] deliberately, to sdtisfy its ovn purposes, lcave

* . Because rhetoric 1s partlcular, it ys able to take popular attitudes 1nto

account, "brlng[lng] opinion 1nto closer line. with the truth Wthh d1a1ect1c

It is therefore cognizant o_ the facts of situations and it is at

6
least understandlng of popular att1tudes. 146

pu*sues.
In this connection, Weaver be-

lieves that dlalectlc and rhetoric can and should be consis* ent . "The honest

rheto*1c1an theréfore has two thlngs in mind: a vision of l.ow matters should
c1rcumstances of

Wl FPE
V. C~ntinuing,

Weaver elaborates one additional advagtage of the\jolanq of rhe*or:c to -
dlalectlc. Uhereas the latter attains the hlghestNorder of Lruth by
establlshlng terms,' it does not, in and\ of 1tsclr, persuacu 1n v1ew of\‘ts
neutrallty -and dlvorce from particular ci cumstances and pon" axr attltudes.
. Weaver is cognizant of a major objectlon‘whlch-may be brought agalnst '
his synthesis'of dialectic and rhetoric--the objectioh "that rhetoric cannot
'exaggerations.'"49. Vieaver

L1

|
answers this objection, assertlng that while rhetoric 1nhercntly lnvolves

"empha51s" and "actuallzatlon," the "noble rhetor1c1an" prcseﬁts true poten—

Weaver c1tcs the example of wlnston Churchlll ~tho

wme““

tialities to his auditors.
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"at the depth of Brltaln s polxt1cal and m111tary d1saster...11kened the future

of Europe to 'broad sunllt uplands.'" Although Churchlll s descr1ptlon was at

variance with conditlons of the tlme, Weaver observes that "1f one took Churchlll S

premlses and then cons1dered the potent1a11ty, the plrture was within the bounds

* of actuallzatlon. Church111 was a responslble rhetor -because his emphas1s was .’

y‘ re sonable. Weaver, therefore, sets up two cr1ter1a for an "honest" and "true"
/o rhetoric: (f? it must be based on a preceed1ng value—laden d1alect1c, oiand
(Z)Lthe strategy (emphas1s, etc ) used to communlcate ‘the prevlously d1scovered

h must be consonant with the outcome of the scientific process of 1nclus1on

tra

and exclusian. Weauer acknowledges that such requlrements assume that the -
. '/:f' rhetor1c1an has both consc1ence and "1ns1ght\ 51 _ R
i /v.{ _ o Thls narrat1ve on Weaver s d1st1nct10n befween the invention of situational

,_ff ' truth (factual versus dialectical d1scr1m1natlon of a subjectj_and pnesentation

e ‘of such truth to a reali:?hrough rhetor1cal cho*ces of emphasis),-has'lmplicaeJ' o

_f~tlons for h1s effort to establlsh genus as’ superlor to c1rcumstance as’ argu* -g:ff'(.
mentative - types. Prec1sely what 1s the relatlonshlp between Weaver s treatment’ j_.

" of rhetor1c and d1a1ect1c and h1s d1scuss1on of the arguments of c1rcumstance

and def1n1t10n° Weaver's analys1s suggests that, whlle all v1s1ble claims

belong to the prov1nce of rhetorlc, genus—based assertlons, which deal w1th

general classes of th1ngs, represent a h1gher phllosoph1c order than ‘circum-

stantial arguments. Because the latter deal w1th spec1f1c detail,- they may ;;T

r . be regarded as be1ng the product of a\more overtly emp1r1cal or: factual treat-
f ’_;wment of the subject. -As a result, Weaver probably prefers the appeal to- genus o

"because such oan be taken’ as a ‘sign, that a preceedlng moral ﬂ*alectlc has
N \

5 N )
taken place. I 1nterpret ‘Weaver's v1ew to- be that the dellnltlonal pos1tlon

1s best because it 1deally comblnes d1alect1c (that wh1ch is. the hlchest

3 S rea11ty and which lnvolves a ‘careful cons1deratlon apd order1ng of’ terms) with
= a rhetorlc (that which assumes responsibility for arguments,

O

1nvolves feellngs, S .

con51ders both h1stor1ca1 facts and audience op1nlons and wh1ch 1s a form, of

noble»love) - For 1nstance, on”the matter of Llntoln S slavery argumentatlon,

Weaver's analysls would suggest tha che followlng scenario took place.
a d1alect1cal-analys1s,

(1) 1nsp1red by moral values and on the bas}s

L1ncoln class1f1ed blacks as men, (2)‘he chose t rhetorically communicate the

e _‘__._..

& B ‘policy 1mp11catlons of that posltlon via an ar ument based genus; finally,

(3) although Llncoln was aware of the c1rcumstances, he was not reall 2 flected

by facts such as popular oplnlon and other situational varlables. "If Weaver
.‘ ‘ ‘ RN ) . . \.v : . . : N . . - v--’v v .. . - . .
—_— 9 -. . . .-. . -v | - ‘ »___1,. 3 . o o . .
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T is correct that, in the case of L1ncoln and-othersy

(the v1s1ble, persuaslve rhetor1c) marks a sign of a
\ .
then 1t f0110ws that an arqument of circumstance

an argument of definition
n underlving»concern for - 'T\

'values and use of d1a1ect1c,

may 1nd1cate that no true d1ssectlon of the subject has taken place and that

the sub]ect has been d1schm1nated therefore, by facts. Our task is to

‘consider whether the arguments of def1n1t10n and circumstance successfully

supply such'evidence as to whether the rhetor's 1nventlon was fact—laden'\w .

(without'reference to values) or o1alect1cally—based (and prompted by moral //

sent1ments) o J _ ‘“'“i : S ’ '/
5 n Weaver, but_

It has t%ken some pages to reach th1s polnt in my narratlon o

T now hope to be able to demonstrate the valldlty of my second proposltlon that

\
even agreed—upon examples of c1rcumstant1al and def1n1t10na1 statements do not

glve necessarlly accurate insight into the phllosophlcal,meral pos1tlon of

arguers elther generally or in relatlon to, spec1f1c 1ssues. In. supportlng

th1s statement I should observe, first, that Weaver's conclus1ons about the

nus are based on hls 1ntcrpretatlon that these

E3 .
T

_reveallng nature of fact and ge!

two forms may be considered to be "sources" of argument rather than as cla=s1—

T“fled "manlfesfatlons" of argument. Weaver 's descrlptlon of. dialectic as the
' -

source of truth, and rhetoric as the means of its propagatlon, suggests on

the other hand that .examples of argument ‘which are picked from a text cannot

- 'really be'cources of argument since the orlgln of any visible" argument would

be the preceeding and invisible d1alect1c or factual 1nventlon. Thls dis—

tlnctlon between argument—as—manlfestatlon and argument-as source 1s made .

clear in Weaver's comment about the nature of rhetorlc as cn01ce and cmphas1s.

But here‘we must recur to the\prlnc1ple that rhetorlc comprehensxvely

,cons1dered is an art of. emphasls. The def1n1te s1tuat1cn confronts

'hlm w1th a second standard of cholce. 'In view .of the rez eptivity of

‘his audlence, whizh- of the toplcs shall he chonse to~stress, and how? ~ .’
R hIf he concludes that deflnlthn should ‘be the appeal, .he tries to

express the nature of the thhng in a compelllng way. IE he feels

-~ .. -
. 7. that a cause-and-effect demonstration would tand the Jgreatest
kS B

L chance to impress, he tr1es to make this linka man1fest
N L7 .
AN that his hearers will sée an 1nev1tab111ty in it. And so on with

‘the other top1cs, wh1ch will be so emphasized or macnlfled as to

produce the response of assent.
Weaver thus assigns to the prov1nce of rhetorlc the: choice of whether ideas

ERIC
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are to- be communlcated and emphas1zed via c1rcumstantJal defJthlonal

_cause—effect or analoglc arguments. In th1s view, - the source of an argu-

ment--a private dist rimination of the subjecf by facts orleqsence-—ls ‘di.stinct

from the choice of the rhetor1ca1 form.ln Uthh the truth is to be propagated.

Whlle lnventlon may’take place on the levels of fact or essence,’ the rhetor

has four choices as to thé vehicle of persuasion. Accordlngly, the appearance
.of a klnd of argument does not necessarlly say" anvth1ng about _the 1ntellectual:
origin of the statement, but, rather,. indicates only that a g1ven advocate
"~ believed that a given type of argument would be more persuas1ve in a ‘given

'91tuatlon w1th given aud1ence\att1tudes. Hence, whlle the h1dden thought

processes of the,orator const1tute the "source," or moral—phllosophJcal bas1s‘

.

“of a cla1m, the k1nd of argument used const1tutes a s1gn of rhetor1cal not

e _dlalectlcal/factual cons1derat10ns. \' - -

o

-

_ '1_ -4h°~notlon that the language of a partlcular argument owes more to th?i///”///

3
<

rhetochal than to the. dlalectlcal/ractual cholces of the advocate has 1m011-

tcatJons for the valldlfy or Ueaver s efforts to dsv:ne “the 1nternal phl]osonhv

tt The_*"
Separatlon between the sources of an: argument and its pnlec appearance in the.

dress of c1rcumstance or definitional cla1ms sungests that a conclus1on may be

reached, prlvately, on one bas1s and,; at the same- tlmc, be propacafed publlcly,

- Donald P. Cushman cites Rlchard N1xon as an example -of a communl—

on another. .
. cator. who habltually decides sometthg on one basis- and justifies it on another,

‘L 7 Richaxd Nixon believes that the™ most reasonable grounds for formulatlna
a polncy or maP1ng a decision may not. be the most oersu951ve alourd»

. - | for justlfvang that’ dech1on to the publlc. The area of p\.lcv—forma—
. l,
| tlon and decision making is rcserved for an expcrt audlence whil.2 the’

area of pollcy justification is reserved for . nop Lav aud1ences. Sev- -

. eral observers note the effect of this scpa“atlon on leonrs lhetochal

- . style. "leon s Yhetoric d1d not necessarlly beglu with a bodv of

content tc be conmunlcated but rather w1th a concept of b/" audience

y .~ and vhat it would demand or, accept.™ The methbd for determining .

what ‘his aud1ence would demand or accept evolved from "an 1nst1nc—

i

tlve feel for hls aud:ences values“ 1n the mid . 1940s to ‘the use
of systematlc audlence prof11es developed by a publlc relatlons

: . 54
/ . firm in the 1960s and the l970s.

I cite Cushman s remarks .on Nixon not to re1nforce his image as "Tricky Dick,"
. = » '- - . '
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e
but rather to suggest that def1n1tlonal arguments\used by leon (and any

other advocate, for that matter) may have little to do with his prev1ous - -

and. private’ ‘investigation of the‘subject L } 'f - .
Th1s separatlon of investigation and rhetoric has, as I have 1nd1cated,
'specific implications for Weaver's conclus1ons about the arguments of Burke .

and Lincoln. In the instance of Burke's use'of circumstance to oppose the war

with Amerlca,fWeaver argﬁes, 1n essence, that Burke's emphasis demonstrates
-a lack of d1alect1cal d1scr1m1natlon 1n favor of mere factual analys1s. Burke'
is,_thus, found to possess an 1nferlor moral—phllosophlcal world-view to that
'of Llncoln. In contrast, thls present 1nqu1ry suggests the poss1b111ty that

values mlght have 1mpelled Burke to engage 1n a pr1vate d1alect1c conv1nc1ng

'hlm of the "wrongness" of the m1n1ster1al pollcy, but that when it came time

to commun1cate the results of the d1alect1c-—turn “truth into actlon v1a

v

'rhetorlc——Burke chose the arqument of c1rcumstance as the veh1cle\1n v1ew

of its likely greater persuas1ve effect glven the . facts of the s1tuat10n and

temper ‘of the parllamencary aud1ence. ThJS 1nterpretat10n gains credence

./from\examlnatlon of the h1stor1cal context of Eurke s arguments.. Thej\\\\

Pngllshman < ‘orrespondence suggests that, in the weeks\prlor to the

: "Conc111athd' speech, Burke ‘had become personally dissatisfied w1th the
"Such a feeling that the m1n1scryAqas wrong is

governmenf s colonial. policy.
'"thﬂVe been

1nd1cated 1n this excerpt from .a letter to R1chard Champlon.

a strenous advocate for the’ super10r1ty of th1s country,f wrltes ‘Burke, "but
I confess I grow less zealous when I see the use of wh1ch is made of it. f T

lbve firm government, but T hate the tyranny wh1ch comes. to the ald o- a weak

. one. " This day Tord North added V1rg1n1a, Pennsylvanla, the Jeqscv and

/
couth Carollna, to the New England restra1nts, by a resolutlon Ain his

" We talk of starv1ng hundreds of thousands of people with far

commlttee.
Thaf Burk° made

qreater ease and m1rth than the regulatlons of a turnp:ke.
. the rhetor1cal cholce of c1rcumstant1al argument to comnunl ake hls d1s=at1s-
factlon may be based on h1s bellef that the parllamentary m1for1tv would be '

_more 1nfluenced by an araument to the effect that’ the1r pollcy would fail as-

opposed to an assertlon that the pollcv was wrong.- Indeed Burke s extens1ve'“.

N use. of parlJamentary precedent vas probablv*another rhetorical cho;ce since’

[
the e1ghteenth century. MP “found precedent to be persuas1ve Weaver, on the

[
other hand makes the assumptlon that Burke s use of precedent (wh1ch consti-

tutes, says Weaver, "a cen*ral part of h1s polltlcal thouoht") is not merely-

> .

- : - : v . . .o L
- . - N .~ L
.

-t

K
1



. phllosonhlc absolutes, one tries to find: -guidance in precedent "

14

a character1st1c hetorlcal cholce based, on the or1entatlon of h1s customary

audlence. "If one is unvmllJng to def1ne polltlcal aims w1th reference.to
Aqaln,.' ~

. Weavexr may be correct wben he c1tes Burke s arguments as evldence of a factual

rather than a Socratic anestlgatlon of the subject; but there are grounds to

mavntaln that c1rcumstance and precedent were_used rhetor1cally by Burke as the

most suasorj veh1cle for a hidden d1alect1c.

If, thnn, Burke S use of c1rcumstance 1s not an 1nfa111ble sign-of "’ a pre-
ceedlng factual »amoral and expedlent analys1s of th subject, does. the )

presence of an argument of genus necessarlly imply a preceed1ng orderlng of -

’terms by ‘dialectic? The key - terr here, is necessarllya' An argument of def1-::

v

.nltlon may result from value or1ented dlalect1c1sm but genus based claims may

Inresult, with possibly. equal probablllty, from sources other than a careful

.

'presence of clearly art1culated values about the world

l:ually true, the prosecution operated from a d1alect1cal standp01nt that C e

ERIC
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'contemporary events and facts.

sc1ent1ch scrutlny.ﬂ Fmrst, it is posslble that a genus has, as its source,

\\’

a hasty prejudcment.. “No student of marketplace argument needs ‘to be rem1ndedl--

-

of the human tendency to def1ne and categorize on the ba51s of prejudlce or’

ignorance. In h1s essay on the "Paranold Stvle in Amerlcan POlltJCS," Rlchard

Hofstadter wrvtes of, the téndency of rlaht and left fr1nge groups to hold

1ntensely ‘to rlght versus wrong,consplratorlal.v1ews of eVents. The1r llter—

ature-is not devold of. moral prlnc1ple, nor appllcatlon of. the p“1nc1ple to

)

b 59

1nev1table leap "from the undenlable to the unbellevable Thus, although

hav1ng elemcnts of the definitional argument——unwllllngness to compromlse, the

etc.-~the def1n1t10n—

tVPe asser-ions of "the extremlsts suggest bad judgment ‘ard as“y prejudwce

ra*her,*ban ‘careful. dellneatlon./ 'J . .
Another example of p0551ble prejudlce versus dialectic. as a source of ar-

gument may-be found by reading between . the llnes of Weaver S account of the

Scopes trJal on: the teach1ng of evolutlon. Weaver makés a case that whereas

the Scopes defense argued from a rhetor1cal p051tlon that evoJutlon was fact-.
s :

evolutlon WaS\agalnst the law._ Weaver finds the prosecutlon.s d1alect1cal

bastion 1mpervlous to the lower level emplrpcal sallles of the defense. L

It is at once appa1ent that the Tennessee "ant1 evoluﬁlon law’ was a

i
statement of:-the th1rd class. That_1s~to say,ylt was neither a colr

lectlon pf'sc1ent1f1c facts, nor a statement about those facts (i.e., . |
. ) ‘ . ’ R /

What is at fault Hofstadter 1nd1cates, is the”

.’,':

£



- scientists’

a theory or a generallzatlon), it was a statement about ‘a statement (the

lanquage of law.

statement) purport1ng to’ be based on thnse facts.
to use Adlex's phrase, -a phllosophlcal oplnlon, thouqh expressed in the

It was,
Now s1nce the

hody .of phllosothcal oplnaon is on -a

»

level which’ surmounts the partlal un1verse of stence, how 1s it poss1b1e
for the latter ever to refute the former°

is there any number'
suff1c1ent to overcome a.dialectical pos1t10n°

In short,
of facts, together with gen!rallzatlons based on facts, which wou1d be

N Weaver ] use of the ant1—evolutlon Jlaw as a ph110soph1ca1 pos1t10n appears to

sume that the dellberatlons of the Tennessee Leglslature re1at1ve to the
Ko

1aw wererconducted in & d1a1ect1ca1 fashlon, slwce the law ‘is c1ted as .an order

£ knowledge hlgher than factual data ‘offered in support of evolut:onary theory.

order of knnwledqe’

w, thD defense disputed the allegedly d1a1ect1ca1 orlgln of thD law, argulng

tha\ 1t was based on 1gnorance and prejudlce.

on thg source of the 1aw, then does the proh1b1t10n st111 amount to a hlgher
2 <

If the defense JS correct

dlscr1m1natlon°*
i

i

In other words, can the presende of d1a1ect3ca1~sound1ng
- It may be objected

€
“claiis about evolution- be takeﬂ necessar:Lly as .a sign of) preceedlng d1a1ec‘t

' “L

lcal .
T o . .!" : 4 , o ) or e
at th1s p01nt, that the poss1b111ty of pregudlclal
reasonlng on the part of the’ Tennessee Lealslature does not deny the fact that
e

the Scopes prosecutlon reasoned d1a1ect1ca11y——1 e., they eétabllshed the
categorJes of legal and. 111egal and c1ass1f1ed Scopes
the latter

N
'

I

. in the.trial:
4.

act as; ‘an example of

However, to c1te th1s as the basls for a Judqment'
prosecutlon s. case was superlor, assumes that there ex;sted only one issue

. that the
d1d qcopes violate the law by teach1ng evolutlo.

in contrast,
b3

my readlng of" Weaver 'S courtrodm eXCerpts 'suggests the prcsence of at least one
\.

additional issue- on wh1ch the defense mounted an apparently dialectical pos1—
tlon—-should a law agalnst the teach1ng of evolutlon be passed’

On th1s issue
the defense argued that the law: was "Qrong"——that is, 1t was soc:ally unpro—

73,
duct1veh c0unter to the pr1nc1p1e of academlc freedom and based on prejudlce.

supported schools.

The prosecutlon argued- only the fact of the law's. passage’ and the fact of the
power of the leglslature to’ proscrlbe the parameters of teach:ng rh state-

‘A second non—d1a1ect1ca1 source of def1n1tlona1 arguments is 1deology,
. N ‘ '

| g . .18
B ‘ . . 3 st ‘ . R ' . . l‘i;\ . . ) ) ) . .

wh1ch Ueaver def1nes as someth1ng which' "works to serve part1cu1ar ends, . and



_ and must result in a degree of injustice."

v 16"

therefore the changes in. mean1ng ‘that it produces will not be c1rcumspect1ve

As an ‘example of 1deologlcally—

JﬁsDJrod deflnltlonal dtsnutatlnn, ]et mea clte the Johnson AdmanstratJon con—'

tention that tha- qletnam War amounted to a struggle of freedom (renresenfed

rnby he SaJoon\qovernment) agalns* totalltarlanlsm or s]avery (reDresented by

communist Han&'i. Such’ arguments vere stated.1n a def1n1t10nal fashlon. 'The

Vletnamese_ ‘aggression:” _"Why do the V1etnamese flght on? Because they are

& 64
nslave them or rule the1r fufure._ N\ 'Slmllarly, ouxr

a1d to °oufh V1etnam was descr1bed as being mot1vated by a- des1re to see free-

dom trlumph over tyrannv. The ﬁdm1n1strat10n rooted .our ult1mate intentions.

in loF Ly deflnltlonal propos1tlons whlch were "commended to us by\the moral
65 2 no : co S

q-valuns of our, c1v1lJzatlon'" - . : , .

-"defense o "free world" nat1ons aga1ns

-

ERIC.
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. As1a, th1s language of ant1the51s became a rhetor1cal cons

‘A sfuﬁv of cold war rhetorlc since J°47 sucgests that-thet]anguage of

ant1thes1s in the Admlnlstratzon ratlonale-for 1ts V1etnam pollcy has, at least .

/
in. part, an 1dooloq1cal or3q1n. Whereas AdmlnlstratJon cr1t1cs p01nted to the

totalvtarlan nature-Or the Sanon covcrnmeﬁ endeavorlng”to overthrow the

i 6
freedom versus t rahnv int pretatlon of the war,
The 1dent1f1catlon of the-

6‘such.'au""'guments did not go

to the. heart of:tne‘Admlnistratlon s rcason1ng.-

<outh Vletname e oovernmeht as the force of freedom owed more to,general cold
1 /
" war assumotaons ( he cold war 1deologV) than to spec1f1c deta11s of Saigon

POllCV and organlzatlonal structure. Based on: the notlon “that vOr“i War II

vas caused by the fallu“e of the- democratlc pouer to curta 1 aggression'ﬁy:.‘
totall.avnwn forces, the cold var Jdeology postulated tqc nee‘ foz: strong '

communlst aqueSflon dnd cu,\orslon.

Thus, 1n Pres1dent\Harry S. Truman's spkech on aid to Greece and Turkey (3947)

;he reminded the. Congress of the World var II flnht for freedom acalnst out-

"

"‘~s1de domlnatJon and empha51zed the need "to help free peoples ‘to ma1nta1n thelr

free 1nst1tutlons and their natlonal 1ntegr1ty agalnst aggress1ve movements
Adm1tt1ng that the

that seek -to. lmpose upon them totalltarlan reg1mes. N

Greek government was less than 1dea1, Truman, neverthelessf described it as.

"free " and "democratlc. ‘He called for aid to assure the surv1val of- Greece.

"as an 1ndependent state. Re1nforced by cold war confllcts in Europo and

tant in fore1gn'

o . . N AN
. AN
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':pollcy arqumentatlon.- Thus, Truman s 1952 descrlptlon of the cold war as a
contest p1tt1ng "all the great resources of freedom" aannst "the slave world," 68
'was echoed by Dw1qht D Elsenhower who, im h1s 1953 Inauqural Address similarly
‘avered that "Freedom is pltted aga1nst slavery. 69 Is it any wonder, then,; -
that the 1deology of the cold war demanded the appllcatlon to the V1etnam
s1tuatlon of the "free ‘world versus commun1st tyranny" language of the co]d
L wax rhetor1c’ The cold war 1deology, when applled to the s1tuatlon of V1etnam
Irequlred that. because the Salgon government was ant1—commun1st it was, by ‘ '
}"-‘ .~def1n1tlon, the representat1ve of the free world in conflict w1th the' world "
:,exempllfled by Hanoi. Argulng that such deflnltlons d1d not f1t-—at least 1n
v .'the case of Salgon——vletnam War skeptics opposed th1s process of 1dent1f1catlon
P ". lv1a 1deology._.70 Irrespectlve of the merits of Adm1n1stratlon cla1ms versus
‘those of war opponents,.lt/appears that the Un1ted States Government's def1n1—'”

_tlonal arguments rested on an 1deolog1cal world v1ew rather than_a'. d1alect1cal

, .o L . . ; R

1nqu1ry._ _ g : o
In conclus1on,’we should understand that def1n1t10nal sound1ng arguments '
“‘may rcsult from e1ther prejudlce or 1eology rather than d1alect1c. Th1s sug-_
rgests that rhetochal cr1t1cs must ever =eek to d1st1nau1sh false 1dent1f1catlons
A ' L from true ones. In\thls *connection, Weaver 1dentlf1es pollt1cs as an arena in
A L wh1ch "qulte secondary terms can be moved to “the pqutlon of ultlmate ternms. I
ﬁ%. .V' ' In addltlon to the nmsordcrlng of value terms, Weaver c1tes the htman tendency
'\5' to mlsapply terms v1a exaggeratlon or 1gnorance,'espec1ally in t1mes/of crlsls:
M'\i_ 'ﬂ . .’and the psychooathxc mind of war has greatly 1ncreased ‘our addlctlon to this
vrce, 1ndeed, durlng the struggle [World war II] dlstortlon became v1rtually .
tha technigue of reportlng.' A course of actlon, when taken by our 51de was
“courageous H when taken by the enemy,:"desperate e pollcy 1nst1tuted by 5
..our command was "stern " or in a- dclectable euphemlsm wh1ch became popular,.
"rugged”; the same th1ng 1nst1tuted by the enemy was "brutal : Seizure by
mmlltary mlght when conmlttcd by the enemy was "conquest"- but, if commltted
by our slde, 1t was "occupatlon or even "llberatJon,' s6 transposed did the
polos become; Un1ty of sp1r1t among our people was ‘a sign of v1rtue, among -
the enemy it was a proof of 1ncorr1g1ble devotlon to: crlma. The, 1i’st could
L'be prolonged 1nd°f1n1tely. And . such always hap éns when men surrender to )
.1rrat10na11ty.. It fell upon the Hellenlc c1t1eg during the Peloponnéslan

War. Thucydldes tells Us in. a v1v1d sentence that "the ordlnarv acceptat;on'

of’ words 1n the1r relatlon to th1ngs was changed ‘as’ men thought fit."

~t
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If, then. because of prejudlce, 1gnorance, 1deology or bad motlve 3 terms

~may be falqelv ordpred 1nd applled/ : what ouaranteo have we ‘that a def1n1t10nal-

-soundlnq argument is a- product of/a 1egxt1mate dlscrlmlnatlon and appllcatlon

'of dlalectlcal terms? Qurelv the mere fact that an arguer uses ultJmatn terms,

RS

malntalns moral values and applées def1n1tlons, does not necessar11y allow a,.

favorable judqnent of h1s monal—phllosophlc worth.
\ " / IiI

that to

Thls conclus1on br1ngs/me to the f1nal proposltlon of this- essay-
l—phllosophlcal posltlon of the’ rhetor, we must go
‘We must analyze

gain 1ns1ght ‘into the mora

bpyond merely c1t1ng h1s use of c1rcumstance and definition. -
estlon

K

iz
.,the morallty and valldj;y of- Ehe rhetor s hoe of terms and,vfurther_qu

i

hls/motlve in vslng them.. . - - S

In searchlnq out/the moral and 1ntellectualFsources of arguments, the cr1t1c

b3

should be aware that! def 1n1tlonal arguments may ar1se from 1unorance, prejudlce

'\and 1deology as. well as a d1alect1cal d1scr1m1nat10n of the subject accord1ng

1t

Ty

Q
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_ﬁ'them. Such a judgment'
-probe thomo;alltyand va11d1ty of deflnltlons themselves, rather than to -

' to values. Thls/means that_the.c1}t1c should take a-w1dernperspect1ve than

that of a seeke of examples of-genus.~ The cr1t1c must come to some judgment
_about the rhetor s use of. terms—-hls 1dent;f1catlons and h1s empha51s in using

is much more encompass1ng because it requlres us to -

‘-51moly attest to. the1r presence in a text This, moral—phllosophlcal judgment-

: requllgsl,hree 1nterrelated appllcatlonsmr First, the critic shouldfevaluate '

the mordl worth of the rhetor's?emphasisi—his ordering ©Of the terms-and the

'nature of the 1mp11catlons he draws from that order1ng. For-e ample, is the

'.appeal to "natlonal securlty" in the debate over mllltary aid to anti-communist

factlons in Angola a hlgher order term than the demand that the aid. follow

/

"fonstltutnonal"-procedures involving cooperatJon of the Executlve with the

/Leglslatlve Branch’ On the matter of the d1sp051t10n of R1chard leon s\

s Pre51dent1al papers and tapes, is NJxon s claJm that the paners are hlS-

"property" h1gher than the argument that the public has a "rJght" to unhamoered

access to the documents’ Further,,ln the watergate tapes questlon argued before

'1the u.s. Supreme Court the Justlces wére requlred to sort out the prlmacy

of execut1ve-pr1v11ege" versus'the Spec1al Prosecutor prerogatwve of subpoena

"ﬂfor cr1m1nal 1nvest1gat10n., rWeaver, to. be sure, ﬁavors such nvaluatlons of

-the moral prlmacy of terms. However, h1s 1ns1sLence that 1nvocat10n of genus

.

N
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demonstrates an 1nherently superlo, -invention implies that the moral worth

._oF an argument may- be 69c1ded 1ndependently of & judament of the morallty'

|
- of the deflnltlons, themselvps. In condrast I p0se this queqtlon- Would it /

* " - have heen motally bettpr to have argued deflnltlonally, " for seqregat:on in - i
!
public, fac1llf1es on the hasis of - "Whlte Superlorlty" or to have argued aga1nst?
_‘segregaflon from a circumstantial pos1tlon that the 'isolation’ of’ large m1nor1ty
/

‘aroups could not succeed° Seemlngly, ‘the critic must always evaluate the

morallty of. the def1n1tlons rather than the1r mere presence and, since it is /'

llkely that more than one'Galue term w1ll apply to .a situation, the critic- ri/}

K
.

must éstabllsh the ‘moral: pr1macy of the’ terms. Lo _ _ . R o )
In. addltlon to dec1d1ng1juzmoral worth. of the terms of d1spute and the1r \\ _

h1erarch1calpos1tlon the cr1t1c s moral—phllosophlc analys1s of def1n1t10na1 \
)
arguments would requlre a judgment as to whether the deflnltlons ma1nta1ned

by an advocate "f1t" the clrcumstances of a case.' That is, whether the def1—»

nitions were validly used.’ Conslder, for: example, the Johnson Admlnlstrat7on
4 o .

' _ cla1m that the VJetnam War could be characterlzed as a case of North Vietnamese .

Fefl—

-fIn

aggress1on aga1nst South V1etnam. The aggress1on thes1s had a markedly

thJonal quallty about it. rIf as Secretary of Defense McNamara arcued,
;South V1etnam, ‘as you webl know, the 1ndependence of a natlon and the freedom
OF its people are belng threatenea by Communlst aggresslon and terrorlsm,

) then was not the Unlted States respond1ng to genus in. cqmlng to the* a1d of
, ; e
“that country'> Such a conclusron -follows log1cally, unless, of course, the

- deflnltlon of "aggress1on" dld not f1t the facts of *he s1tuatlon. What 1f

&the onfllct were a c1v1l war or an 1nternal revolution? . Vould our a1d be o

g

Indeed this is the perspectlve assumed by many opponents of the war. -WarA , ‘ )
/ i P
detractors argued that North and South Vletnam were actually part of one’ - NV

. Ypme e
- : natlon/maklng the war, by def1n1tlon, a c1v1l confllct Other skeptlcs argued —

v \t} o
?p hold the 1956 reun1f1catlon electlons wh1ch were mandated in t e Ceneva B
AR
& 77 Cr1t1cs alleged further, that the war in South S

Agreements on Indochlna.

‘:Vletnam vas bas1cally an 1nternal Southern matter which arose 1
8 that North V1etnam a1ded

;rgely through

the repress1ve pollcles of the Salgon Government,
. the Southern rebellion relat1vely -gte,79 and that the Southern based Natlonal ‘
8o S _ '

Liberation Front was not a puppet of“Hanol.» _ . ;
v . . ’ - . o A’ / 3 T .‘
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*:' Wlthout pa551ng on the mer1ts of the aggress1on the51s versus alternatlve
interpretations of the war's or1g1ns, 1t is clear that the: rhetorlcal ‘eritic
has an obllqatlon in th1s 1nstance, and in others, to go behond the mere ab-
atlon that fhe aggress1on thes1s had elements of a definitional argument.

The ‘exitic has the respons:bllvty to pass judgment as to vhether-the genus.
was valldly app11ed——whether c1rcumstance0 were valldly class1fJed

. Beyond judging the 1nnate morallty of definitions, the1r order1ng, and the
va11d1ty of the1r app11ca1ton to 51tuat10ns, the critic desirous of 1n51ght .

into the persona11ty of a rhetor will find it necessary to 1dent1fv the motives -

' of the arguer in c1t1ng deflnltlonal—soundlng claIms 1n support of pollcy.

Does the rhetor have noble or base motives? W1th respect to the guestlon of

motlve, 1t is important- to observe that Weaver recognlzes ‘that the motive: of"

the rhetor may render a d1a1ect1c ‘to be morally good or bad.' "As for dlalectlc,

if the motive for-:it 1s bad, it becomes soph1stry, 1f 1t is good it becomes a
scienfific demonstration"which may lie beh1nd‘the rhetorical ?xgument but

’

.which is not equvvalent to it. "82 This observatlonﬁas Jmportant for it under—.
scores: my p01nt that the: mere 1dent1f1cat10n of a- def1n1t10na1 arngent as

presumed—51cn of d1a1ecf1cal reasoning does not necessar11y confer moral wor?h

’ on t+he argumont or arguer. A d1a1ect1c used to m1slead—-J e., to. falsely

1dent1fy, order and apory def1n1t10ns——1s morally bad.. We cannot know the

- moral, phllosoohy of an arguer merely by classtVJng the type of arcument he .

'_p fers; we must make a separate judgment about the motive of the d1a1e t1c1an,

e S

-

Q
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persua51ve, elJmlna.es the. p0551b111ty that defJnlflonal argumnnts ‘have a .
1

since arguments are based not only on sc:ent1f1c dec1s:ons but also, on rhetor1cal

-enes pnrtaanng to thn nersuas1on of part1cular aud1ences.
the rhntorlcal mot1ve is essentJal because an 1mmora1 or amoral spcaker might -

Pnow1ng]y 1nvoke an annlld or 1nfer10r genus for base rhetorncal purpoces, .
~

thus m1=1ea81ng or mlanformlng an aud1ence. 7

h—*_ﬁeaverLs cafeaorlcaf preference for the argument of deflnltnon appears, in

.retrosoect to be 1nconslstent w1th"hss“§ophlst3cated explanat:on of the un1—

vnrsallst or 1deallsf1c wav of know1ng versus a real:ty based on facts. leen

Y

his own eplstemologlcal assumotlons, Yleaver 1s 51mp1y unable to establlsh the

inherent superlorlfv oF the def1n1t10nal posxtlen. Weaver s admission that

-moxral arguments, QVpressed v1a dJalectlcal reasonlng, are not necessarlly more
i

superlorlty based on their suasory force As a result, the al]eged prlmacy_

of»deflnltlon rests on the notJon that its appearance reveals the rhetor to be

An dnderstandlng of

4
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2 cumstance may have been v1ewed as a more effect1ve vehlcle for

traveler.
an 1ncomplefe p1cture of a rhetor s th1nk1ng, the author. of this

_ in® ‘my. view, should j&dge-

91

both a holder and user of values. Ho&ever, this 2 esent inquiry,has demon-

strated that the argument of genus -is but a falllble 51gn of a communicator's

in this connectlon, that

/

fernal "v151on of order It must be remembered
l
Weaver separafes 1nventlon (the dlscrlmlnatlon of a.subject via fact orx dJa—

‘lectic) from rhetorlc (the presentatlon of a subject to a SpeCJflc auvdience

via def1n1tlon, c1rcumstance, cause—effect or analogy). As. a’ result, defi-

i
nltlonal arguments are a rhetor1cal cholce wh1ch do not- necessarlly 1nd1cate

that the speaker 51ncerely holds or uses values. Arguments of essence estab—

llSh only that the arguer believed that a cla1m based on genus would ‘be more

persua51ve to a spec1f1c set ‘of aud1tors in a glven context. Accordlngly,

the c1rcumstance—based assertlon should not.be taken as prima’ fac1e ev1dence

that a persuader dwells 1n a moral vacuum.' Pather, the 1nvocatlon of c1r—

,the propagatlon

of 1nternally held and applled values. The use vof.. VlSlble argumenf to 1nfer

personal phllosophy 1s, then, only an approx1matlon, just: as a footprlnt in
sand affords only vagun clues as to the size and destJna+1on of a- prev1ou9"

G1ven that ‘the mere cla551f1catlon of argumentative type establlshes
prescnt essay

Rhetorical cr1t1cs,
\

"(2) the.\-

has proposed further tests of the moral mettle of arguers.
(1) the mora11ty of the rhetor's terms,

morallty of hlS orderlng of them, (37 the validity of their appllcatlon and

(4) the underlylng reasonsywhlch motivated the1r selection. Whlle Weaver

cr1t1c1zes thP social sc1entlst for his "practlce of being exce551vely Lenta—

a .
‘tive in the statement of conclu51ons and generallzatlons, thlS research R

sugaests that, regardlng the utllJty of fact and genus typologles, Weaver mlaht
_ )

well have. temporlzed more.,‘ E . e

e .'
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1. . ‘ . :
Richard M. Weaver, The Ethics of Rhetoric, Gateway Edition (Chicago. Henry .

Regnery Co.,'l970), PP- 56—57. Hereafter to be cited as Ethics. In a later :

.essay, Weaver added the cause—effecf‘pattern as a fourth form of argument. See

\
Richard L;-Johannesen, Rennard Strickland and Ralph Eubanks (eds ), Language

. -

is Sermonic. Richard M. Weaver on the Nature of Rhetoric (Batoh Rouge. Loui—

-"-siana State University Press, 1970), ppf 212—15. Hereafter to be cited as

' Language.
. N - . n
|Ethics, p. 112, : AN
y b g . .I /‘A .J‘-l . ...
S e 3 Dennis R. Bormann, "The 'Uncontested Term Contested. An Analysis of

:;Weaver on Burke," Quarterly Journal of: Speech 57 (l§ ), 298 -305.

\ K2 s

4 James J..Floyd and W, Clifton Adams, "Weaver and the Problem of Selective ,'_ Sl

: Perception. A Content Analysis of Burke and Lincoln,' Unpublished paper,’ Speech —-jl

\-") 1 : . . RN

3 ‘[ Communication Association Annual Convention, 1975. L \
v 1, . ) “ . 1 o \\‘ o
,_5wLanguage, pr.14§, ; e , 3 o o :
AT L S S
6 Ibid., p. 147. - . S . S FEEN
' . o L , \ 3

s, T:Ibide, b 194. ) | o . S

\ V8 Richard M.. Weaver, Ideas Have Consegpences (Chicago., University of Chicagd-

Press, 1948), P \%57 Hereafter to be cited as Ideas. The’ quotation is also

- , S

J._.to be found in Language . s PR | ) v [ R .

9 Weaver, Ethics, p.,166 -defines the uncontested term" to be "the term

- . . :. . 1 -

oo o which seems to, invite a contest but which apparently is not so’ regarded in its: -

-~ own context. It is interesting to observe that. Weaver s typologies, themselves,

'-1V'may be uncontested terms,i since'Weaver applies them without realizing that

-
1

’ ..f'" hié abplications "invite a contest."

10 Bormann, 299 301.

= : . v

(This page was . retyped by the Speech Communication Module of ERIC/RCS
to improve the - legibility of this document ) :




© 12

0, .94, 105.

A7 e T

contlngean coeFfJCJent, C = 60, vhich Ployd and Adams, p 12 renort ‘

"their content»god;ngs.of argumentsﬁus;ng the typologles. w

- 22
by produc1ng a "constant stream of sensatlon...dlscourages the pulllng—together

of events from past tlme inté a whoie for‘contemplatlon

23

11

Fhid.. p. A%

? Thid., pp. 60-61.

14 mpia., p. o1,

15 . | “
See_Ibld,, pp. 93, 95, andrSGL respectively.

.

1 | o -
6 John A. Farraty. The Amerlcan Natlon- A Hlstory of" the Un1ted States

(New York Harper'and Row, Publlshers ']966), pPP.. 393—94. -Cf. Ethlcs, PP..

i

Ethics,. p. 102.

18 See'Garraty's accoUnt‘Of:the genesisipf‘the”prdeleﬁetion) pp. 415-17.

19

(8

9 19eas, p. 12.. o o - - v ;
= - B .
21 ‘ oL N . R S K o
; : . . . o . .. v RREEES . i
— '

ibid., ﬁ; 59 Weaver @ees thls tendency refle"ted in the media whlch,,

See Ibid., p..111.

23 mid., p. 3. .o o

24 . e e : e L

Ethics, pp. 49-50.° . L - . o \

L ‘-.5.311._,.. ) 2(3 N ;-‘.:'. 'f\”




4 T

[

,‘\)‘

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.llmited ‘to-the transmlsslon of facts and pr1nc1ples it is de51rable to know

p; 16 (also in La ggage, p. 72), and Vlslons, p. 64 (also in Language, P-

L 2

25 Rlchard M. Weaver, Vlslons of 0rder- THe Cultural'CrisiS:of Our Time

(Baton Rouge- Loulslana State Unlver51ty Press, 1964), p. 113. “Hereafter'to.

bﬂ c1ted as.Visions. Weaver, further observes that while "Instructlon mav.be

as a hody of knowledge, but educatlon is unav01dably a training for a way of
lifef-’we55’—' pp. 115-16, Crltlclzes "progresslve" educatlon for 1ts den1a1

that there“is a structure of rea11ty to be learned

6 Ethic¢s, p. 15 (also in-LangEage,~p,-7l).

27" R S .
See’ Ideas, ‘p- 167 (also in Language, P, 54) , Ethics, p- 27, Ethics,

174) .

28 Ethies, P 16 (also'infLanguage, p;~72): See, alsp,ignguage,*p. l47.

3

.

- 29 visions, p- 64.(also.in.£§nguaqg, p- 174 and Lanqnac ¢ P- 197,_j>

30 L
Weaver helleves that awareness of. values preceeds dialectical reasonlng,

writlng that “Uhen weJaf‘lrm that philosophy" beglns w1th wonder, we. are afllrmlng

in efrect that sent:ment is. anferlor to ‘reasoni. We do not vndertake to reason
abou: anvthlng unfxl we haVe been érawn:to it ‘bv an af ecfjvn“intc*est. 'In the

rulfural llfe of m“d, therefor-, the faqt of paranount Jmportance about ‘anvene

s his atta.ud~ towa d the world." See Tdeas, p. 19. Weaver's "good man,"

th refore, is a pexrson vho both knows value° and wvho apolles values v1a d1al ctic. -

1 . . .
! ranquage, p. 148.
32 Jdeas, p. 60. Weaver_aﬁmires'the'Southern-Cultbre, in part, because of

S TEhn unnrﬂrﬁatlc and uncmpiric guality of the Soutern wind " ‘Pescribing

Confcdera o] VlCP Pr951dent Atcwander H. Stephens as a dlalectlcal wrlter,

Ucavor ohsn“tts- *Tf one dwvwons all humanlty 1nto Don Qu1xotes and Sancho

Pqnzas, acr rding to a saggesflon of Georae Santayana, he must allow Stephens

a prcmlne.u place with the lJrst who heranse they se*vn 18ecas onJv, anoear

med to mon who take2 counenl o< circuvmstances." See Richard M. Vleaver, The

cov“hern Tradtuynn a. Faz; pnnistnry'of Pogtbellum Thought:, ed1ted by Ceo*qe

t A
- -



B espec1a11y.

_tlons about arqument and reallty, Weaver, neverthe1e5s,

who .exciusively use ~’'ziectic and logic are

25

4Core and M.E. Bradford (New Rochelie, N.Y.: Arlington House,- 1968), pp-

125, 128-129. Hereafter to be cited as Southern. 4 -
. ' . N N . - o h
33 _. Do L J
. Boxmann, . 302~-2304. Bormann s attack on Weaver s eplstemology 1s prob—

lematlc 51nce Weaver is not only aware of the eolstemologlcal shift: s1nce

the sixteenth century, which Bormann mentlons,\but also, Weaver spec1f1cally

that the cla551c, pre-sixteenth

analyzes the|consequences of the shift, concludlng
3 and 12-17,

century, vay of" knowlng is suoerlor to the modern. See Ideas; pp.

It appears to me that>unt11 Weaver or .Bormann operate on a*con-

s1stent, mutual, eplstemoloqlcal foundatlon, that - ne1ther will prove the defin-

1t1ve superlorlty of either d1alect1ca11y—based (deflnltlonal) or emplrlcally—based

(c1rcumstant1al) arguments. In contrast my objectlon to Weaver, as outllned

in fhe follow1ng pages, is rooted in the idea that*.even grant1ng h1s assump—

"fails to demonstrate

Y]

the necessary, superiority of the definitional pos1tlon.

34 gthics, p. 29. oo o .

‘Weaver

35 163) . For this reason,

as be1ng jonly half a wise man."

~

Visions, p. 56 (also, in Language, p-

describes the dialectician, ‘Visions, p. 65,
- i = K ‘,

. 36 181) . : . . .

70 (also in Language.'PJ.
$

58 (also in Language, P-
b i — e

Visions, p.

7 .. . ' .
Visions, p. 165) . Weaver suggests_that'those
., Vasions, p. . € ,

"afraid of Xhe act of divination -

unwvcrsal ‘in the s1ng1e

.o

[which] sometimes takes the form of recognizing the

_instance." Further, he claJms that such an "intuitive type of,mlnd" may - be
"concerned more wi.th the states of being than w1th the

See Richard M. Weaver, Life W1thout Prejudlce and’ Otherl

demonstrable'relationL

shlp pf_parts.

Essaxs'(éhicago:' Henry' Regnery,Co., 1965), p..82. Hereaftex to be cited as
Life. : : . 4_\.‘-
38 _.. . . " . . ’
. visions, pp. 57-61(also, in Language, pPP- 164-69) .
" 39 | .

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

V1s1ons, p- 70 (also in: Language, p- 182).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'dialectic.‘

of know1ng superior to the factual discrimination of a gquestion.

. in visions, pp.

'(3) his objections to certain assumptions of evolutionary theory in Visions,

Life, p. 79, Ueaver writes:

concepts are: blind. This will define the two, opposed positions. In Visions,

0 Visions,'pp. 64 and 62, respectively (also, in Language, pp. 174

‘Such excerpts: conVince me.that Bormann, 302, exaggerates when he writec that,

A"Uhat he [Weaver] is demanding then, is that we return -to a dialectical cype

of argument in political dJscourse. o

-5 : . . .
: See Life, pp. 86-90. Note that'Weaver, PpP. 90—93 also identifies

'certain weaknesses in the -chain of Thoreau s dialectic——speCific logical

faults which are separate from the: general political unfeasibility of the -

It should be observed however," that while Weaver recognizes the

weaknesses of pure dialectic, he nevertheless continues to favor it as a way

Indeed,

Weaver, himself, practices dialectic in addition to preaching its virtues.
See, for example- (1) his dialectical analys1s that “total war" "is contra-
dictory to the nature of. "war," thereby becoming "pure and. ultimate unreason
08-101; (2) his effort to "see the problem in its essence and

ask whether the worship of comfort does not follow necessarily from loss of

SN

>belief'in ideas and thereby indUCe social demoralization” in- Ideas, p. Il8;

.pp. 129—140, and '(4) his conclusions ahout the attaining of a vantage pOint

for cultural critic1sm in Visions, PP. 74 75.
42 . . ) ' . . e . . .
.. visions, p. 63 (also in Language, pP. 172). Reinforcing this point in "~

"As Aristotle maintained, rhetoric and dialectic

are counterparts, each one needing the other. But rhetoric and dialectic

'

may hecome dang\rously separated and then the users of them become enemies ,

ceasing to help each other as both strive to go it alone. In this event the
dialectiCian be zomes the mere abstract reasoner, and the rhetoriCian becomes
The one ceases to recognize c1rcumstances,

~The other.

a dealer in\sensacional appeals.

which are somewh=+ determinative in all historical questions.

ceases to refer his. facts to controlling princ1ples and Jdeals. "For the

first there are a good many jocular epithets, of which egghead'.is a modern’

instance; to- the latter the term fdemagogue is most w1dely applied. Kant

observed that concepts without percepts are empty, and percepts w1thout

p. 56 (also in Language, P. 36?) Weaver cautions that "societies cannot be L

_secure un1ess there is in their public expresSion a partnership of dialectic

r‘
~

and_rhetoric. : co - o
. | 29 | e
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which Weavev asserts ‘that the South c0mm1tted an error Pln its struggle a a1nst

"South was rlcht f1nally.

'gatlon._ The South spoke well on & certa1n level

’1ndlspensablé'conquest of the 1mag1nat10n.

.there is no evldence that the. performance would. have been rewarded " /.

43 Bthics, ‘pp. 27-28. . o ' .

A ' . . : . ) . . . ) ‘ . ]
f? V1s10ns, P- 63 (also in Language, p- 171) . -See also, Visions. p. 70
and Language; p. 205 on. the issue ‘that d1alect1c is not respon51ve to feelJng.

)

> Language, p. 206. . ) \

/

. \ . — .

6 ... . : : . . . ' . :
_ Visions, p. 70 (also in Language, p. ‘182). **In~th1s connectlon, Weaver
argues against the "Socratlc trad1t10n wh1ch holds that it 1is 1ntellectually

treasonable to take popular op1n10n 1nto account "

Language, p. 21l.»

B B A - . .
. . W

*

A8 Y - G- . .
"\ See, respectively, Ethics, pp. 17 and 28. - : .

- =2 ) .
_9‘Eth1cs, p- 19 (also in .Language, p. 76).. -

Seef respectively, Ethics; pp.‘l7 and .25 (also 1n Langgagg, pp. 73.

7 //

51
" See, respectlvely, Ethlcs, Pp- 19 and 20 (alsdiln quage, p- 76)

.. 50

59 S
Thls 1nterpretat10n is re1nforced by a passage ‘in Southern, p. 389,

the modern‘world" by falllng to root ‘its pOSlthn in a hlgher order of knowledge——

i.e.; a value-laden un1versa11st pos1t10n wh1ch was dJalectlcally secured . The

'South, wrlt s Ueaver, falled "to study its pos1t10n untll it arr1ved at Feta—

Dhy51ca1 foundatlons._ No Southern spokesman was ever able to show” why
In other wnrds, the: Sonth rever perfected 1ts world

but it d%d not make the

1/

A,
From the Blble and Ar1sto le 1t

mlght have produced its Summa Theologla, but none measured up . to the task. and
. . /l
/

[ - . . A
L - L o /
//
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" First, Weaver appears to commit the same error he.flncs 'in Thoreau.

' believe in any prJnc1ples-—a v1ew which, I shall’ demons-r

A

~relatlonsh1p to h1story." See Life, p. 86.

T
N .

' In this connection; it is‘interesting to observe.Weaver's application of"

his’epiqtemology to'the political arena. 'Weaver_establishes'a three~fold cen-

stxuct of the polltlcal spectrum.- One extreme of the scale is the radical--

_ renresented by Thoreau (see L1fe, pp. 86 and 94)——who, although hold1ng value

3l -/

premlses, uses a purely d1alect1cal approach to the neglect of rhetoch, there-

by producing an unreasonable, unreallstlc set of policy proposals. (Weaver,’

Ethlcs, p. J6, suggests that rhetor1c deals, naturally, with pollcy questlons )

~ The: radical ‘in other words, "makes h1s will the law" (L1fe, p.-159). At the

other extreme is the llberal who, because he cllngs to no set of fixed princi-
ples (Llfe, pp. 13, 153 and Eanguage p. 195), uses a. purely rhetor1cal or : \
factual method of reasoq1ng to ‘tHe neglect of dlalectlc. Edmund Burke is -.' ¢
xrepresentatlve of thls class of reasoners who produce only expedlent pollcy .
alternatlves (Ethlcs, p.,58) Flnally, Weaver offers the conservatlve as

one who, in av01d1ng the d1alect1cal and rhetorlcal extremeq of the radical
and/lnberal, cllngs to pr1nc1ples (L1fe, p. 159), uses the pr1nc1ples in the §
polltlcal arena to create "a program capable of rallylng men. to effort and

sacr1f1ce (Dthlcs, p. 80),' but tempers the ideal with the c1rcumstances so
For 1nstance, Tohn

~a

‘Randdlph "made economlc prOV1s1on" for his freed slaves, whereas "In” Thoreau's

as to render hls polva pos1tlons reasonable and workable.,

ant1—s]avery papers one 1looks 1n va1n for a 51ngle syllable about how or on
Weaver further 1dent1f1es

' what-the freedmen' were to live" (Life, p. 94). - St

" the conservative’ as one who has plety—-he is tolerant and acceptqhthe right

of others. o thelr_value ordcrlngs even if these defer from. h1s own (See

Llfe, p. 167 and Ideas, pp. 175, 183). L1ncoln and John Randolph are Veaver's

Al

u
s

w

conservatlve D“ototypeq.
Weaver's construct, I belleve, 1nvolves at least ‘two apparent weaknesses.
.To wit,

Weaver" renders his terms——rad1ca1 liberal bonservativeQ;lntor“ideological'

construcfs qulte adapted to the1r author s play of fancy, but out of all
Among the : unreallstlc assumptlons

implicit in the construct are: ~ (1) the assumptlon that liberals do not
te in:succeeding'

pages, cannot be established even clven that they favor arouments of circim-

stance, and (2) that conservatlves are mot1vated by values to use d1alect1cal

analys1s in reachlng Con51stent appllcatlons of value. That 1s, that ‘conserv-

atives never lendlv defend the status quo (L1fe, pp. 158 160) .. A second

3:1 o v},-? .“.

. .
. N . . p o~



| . 29

K Ueakness in the construct 1s that Weaver d0es not speci
that po:nt at which the defense

fy the p01nt at whloh

) fhe radlcal and the conqprvat1vp d1verqe——1 e.,

of pr1nchIP hbecomas unreallstlc and out of tune w1th hlqtory. Indeed, I

vould arqﬂ° that the i f' n behween Weaver defwnltnon of rad:ca1 and

conservat1Ve JS a matter of dlfferentnal perceptlon. Weaver deschbes ‘Lincoln,

(1) he- held values on the slave*y

~

for examole, as a consnrvatlve because-.
question, (2) apolled them, d1a1ect1ca11y, (3} used def1n1tlona1 arguments to

W presenf h1S'va1ue posltlon,4wh11e, at the same t1me (4) avoided-an extrem1st:

(radlcal) P01nt of v1ew (see Ethics, p. 113) Yet ) Llncoln was perce1ved ‘as .(git

-a radical, by the- slaveho]dlng states whlch seceded after h1s electlon to. the:

@!

Pres1dency. Further, my ear11er analysis of L1ncoln s attentlon to' circum-

stance in the slavery case makes yt poss1b1e to perce1ve the Great Emanc1pator

\

‘as too "llberal" on the slavery questlon in'view of ‘his hes1tatlon to act on

- his prlnchles by e11m1nat1ng the 1nst1tut10n.A Hence, we may also wonder at

e what p01nt does’ ‘the conservatlve becomes the 11bera1° o '=51
-~ b . ’ . 4 ~ ' l ]
.anguagp, p- 217

[59 . % a

N 54. ‘
. Donald P. Cushman, "The Effect of Richard. leon S, Rhetorical Style on
h1s Dec1s10n Making Processes and the C11mate of the Rhetor1cal Controversy -

1n wh1ch he Part1c1pates," Unpubllshed paper, Speech Communlcatlon Assoc1atlon :

e Annual Convention, 1974, pp. 5-6.- B S ‘ '

- '
‘

"55 K " '
N\ Letter of March 9, 1775 in Charles W1111am R1chard Bourke (ed Y,

Correspondence of the nght Ponorable Edmund Burke (4 vois., London- Franclsh

and John R1v1ngton, 1844), II, 26. ' .

; . . . 5 6 K il .
KTS\S 2 P.D.G. Thomas, The House of commons . in the Elghteenth Century (Oxford-
Clarendon Press,-1971), p. 8. o ' :

Coml 57 Bthics, p. 74.

58 ' ‘ o 3 oo
Thls 1nterpretatlon ga1ns credenge f om Weaver 's own. observatlon that

"It must be  confessed’ that Burke s 1nterest\1n the affalrs of Ind1a, and more

L spec1f1ca11y 1n the conduct’ of the East. Indla Company, 1s not reconc11ab1e 1n ;(
qulte the ‘same way with. the thes1s of this chapter [that is, the argument

that Burke preferred c1rcunstance to genus] See- Ethlcs, p 65. Let us,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

however,

'obsevves
- freezes at 37°~F., ‘are not matters. for rhetor1ca1 appeal"——l e.,

© 30

t . .‘"' : : . : .
S ‘ v . s o “
for the qakn of arqnment accept Weaver's 1nterpretatlon that, on the

whnle, Rnrke s wrltlngr exempllfy the delibexate presenfatlon of fact 1n3favor

of pr1nc3ple. Tnder what cnndlflons would- such prove Rurke [ amoralJty°' I,

have alroadv dnmonstrated thaf fhe an11shman s reasonlng in "ConcJJJat1on

Yet, there is

. thh Amerara"_mav vell have heen promoted by moral sentJment.

rurther ev*dence that the "factual" Burke of the Conc111atlon speech is not the man :

3]
of expedlence povtraved bv Ueaver., ‘If Burke character1st1ca11y used c1rcum-
stance, thls may indicate that he shared the modern v1ew that facts are the' !
(Careful read1ng of "Conc111atlon with America"

If such 1s the case,

thhest form of reallfy.
suggests that there 1q qupport fo th1s 1nterpretat10n )
then one m1qht expect Burke fo object to be1ng termed morally 1nfer10r for
nerely us1ng what he belleved to be the phllosophlcally superlor form of

Thus, Burke' s hypothetical retort to the Fthlcs of Rhetorlc m1ght

inquiry. -

be: “"Moral. values alvaysundcrlleand 1nsp1re my arguments. I use c1rcumstan- \

_tial claims hncause (1) these are phllocophlcally cuner:or for the analysis

of pollcy auestwons and (2) factual: arguments have the advantage of be1ng f-,-

+0- the uncomm1tted wh11e ‘at the same t1me appearlng 1ess

1nherenf1y oF‘enswve to the oppos1tnon. O

: : , _ . _
. ° R1chavd Hofstadter, The Paran01d thle in Amerlcan POllthS and Other.

\

Essaz_, VJntage BooP (Mew York ) Random House, 1967), pp .37~ 38. "

’

60 Fthics, p.

31. Veaver opines'thaf fhe argument. of circumstance is the-

rhetor1ca1 correlarv to Adler s first order of knowledqe——"‘actsmabout existing

(Fthlcs, P. 30)—-for ‘he states that the a*cumenf of circum-, . .

.physical. enc"tles
57) . :In opposif'

stance "sfons at the level of perceptlon of fact" (Ethics, p.

tlon to this" 1nternretatJon, I Uould assert that no argument may be said to

stop at the "percep -ion of fact" because arguments (as linguictic constructlons)

’ deal wrth dlalectlcal terms whwch accordlng to Ueaver, requlre 1nte11ectua1

constructlon rather'than pos1f1v1sth perceptlon. (Recall his d1st1nct10n be-~

tween pos1t1ve and d1a1ect1ca1 terms in Language, P. 145.) . Indeed Weaver

posltlon that water

that™ pos1t1ve propos1tlons such as "the_

'are not o o

properlj stated in the language ‘of arguments (Ethlcs, p. 27). Thus, Weaver’

appears to equtvocate 1n his assertlon that the argument of c1rcumstance 1s

1nferlor.. Whlle’he 3ust1f1es thls conc1u51on by analogy to Adler s levels of

=
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--without . pr1nc1ple (Life, p. 12) Weaver,

‘ .between "what is r1ghtly called prejudlce and’ what is conv1ct10n

x"

'Aevolutlon vas "an extremelv valuable 1dea

Q

' terms--as ‘do all argument:

'd1chotomy may- be- ma;ntalned.

) than—factual level of knowledge-
'catlons of the” theory...would be knowledge of the third order,

L B N LR L

'/

knowledqe, he, at he same t1me, admlts that the mere perceptlon of. a fact=-.

a p051t1ve propos1tlon——canno* be -a rhptochal argument Accordlngly, since "

an argument of c1r¢nmstance does not deal with pos1t1ve terms, it. cannot

be a mere p/rcegrlon of\fzct Arguments of c1rcumstance deal with dialectical

—and thus, . 1mp11c1tly or exp11c1tly offer jinter-,

pretatlons of reallty. The. sagnlflcance ‘of my p01nt is to suggest that one

of. neaver S proofs as to the 1nfer10r1ty of c1rcumstance is open to questlon.
t . '_ .

'

Eth1cs, pp. 41 and 44

th1nk1ng, hasty judgment wh1ch is not open to reason——someth1ng about whlch
Weaver

61

a person .not only does not thlnk, but about wh1ch he refuses to thlnk.

rlghtly points out that, in a neutral sense, "prejudlce"’amounts to. the hold1ng

of value premLses about the world. As a result, he-asserts that "Life wlthout
LN [

prejudlce, were it ever to be tr1ed would soon ‘reveal 1tself to be a° 11fe i

however, later makes a d1st1nct10n
(L1fe, 115)

R ~ s

5 .
Even assum1ng that the'prosecutlon s posltlon was dialectic -on the issue .

offense, 1t 1s debatable whether the dialectic versus rhetonlc

of Scopes
Weaver argues that "the argument Sf the defense...

was that evolution'is 'true'" (Ethlcs, p. 3u}, but cale th1s a factual orx

emp1r1cal pos1tlon.

ﬂafflrmlng the truth of evolution is stchtly equ1valent to a, "factual" pos1tlon

that "X datum suoports evolutlonary»theory.. The~former appears to be a"hlgher

order" statement than the latter which does conform to -the descr1pt10n of a

"flrst oxder™ measurement Further,-lt appears that th° defense, in- addltlon

“to c1t1ng factual support for. evolutlon, also made what must be regarded as

clear sc1ent1f1c value statements about the theory The defense argued that

(EtthS, P- 44), and that evolutlon

was - the basls for the sc1ent1flc ‘study of blology (Ethics, p. 43)

these latter assertlons conform to Weaver's descrlthon of the h1gher—order—

A statement about the value or the impli-
it wohld'be%the

the judcement of a sc1ent1f1c theory from a d1alect1cal pOSlthn (Ethics, P.

31).» Hence, the s1mple d1chotomy of fact versus genus may not provide'an_g' .

accurate persoectlve from which to judge the Scopes trial debates.

= . TR

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I use the term prejudice here to denote an un-

I would guestlon, 1n1t1ally, whether a general propos1tlon'

Do not - e

't
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Lanquag 2, P 133.
. i . \ .
i nynﬂon B. Jobhnson, Pﬂmarks of Welcome to Vlofnamese Leaderq Unnn Arrlvnng
1066 1n Puhl1c Papers of th°

a+ HonoJulu Internaf1onal Alrnort, Tebruary 6

Presléents of fhe United StAtes, . Lyndon R.’ Johnson (2 vols., Wachlngton- Naflonal

; Archlves and Pecords Gerv1c 1967), I, 150. ’ t B

,Salgon Government s oppress1ve medsures rendered sUch a contrast inva).

65 | o R
S U.S. Department: of State, Viet-Nam: The Third Face of the War, by

Lyndon B. Johnson, Far Eastern Serles 134, pubn. 7897 (May, 1965),- .

. 66 .- I ’ : . : ; qs '
T Critics of the Administration challenged this language of d1chotomy

' wh1ch was 1nvolked to 3ust1fy Amerlca s V1etnam pollcy, suggest1ng that the

1d.-

;The l°56—63 Dlem reglm‘= and ‘succeeding military governments were said to be

narrowa based prone to pollce state .tactics:.and reluctant to promote s1gn1—

f1cant economlc and soc:al reform See Josenh Kraft,'"A Way out An; V1et—Nam

in Marcus G. Raskln and Bernard B Fall. (eds ), The V1et—Nam Reader (New : .;

-

’ York., Random House, 1965). p. 320, Wllllam C. Johnstone, "y, s. Pollcy 1n

: Pecord,,93, 1981. - .

@

Washi g\oh to Kennedy (New Yérk.

Q

ERIC
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. New York: Chelsea House—Robert Hector Puleshers, 1966), III,. 2986.

.SOutheasc As:a," Current Hlstory, "50 (l°66), 109 110, Bernard BR. Fall, "V1etnam
the New horea," current’ Hlstory, 50 (l966), 88 ~Arthur M. SCh]es1nger, Jr.,

The Bit ter Herltaq " Vietnam and American Democracy, 1941—1966 (New York.

.Fawcett World lerary, 1967), p. 37, George M. Kahin and Tohn W. Lewis,

The United States in Vietnam (Delta Book 1967), PP. 102—103 and Bernard B. ,

-Fall,‘The o Viet-NMams: - A Political and Mllltary,Analys1s (2nd rev1=ed cd.,f

New York: Fredexick A. Praeger,.l967),ppp. 265-67, 271, 209 and 323,

67 '
- See speech in U.S. Congress, J01nt Sesslon of the- Houce and Cenate,
lst sess.. March 12, 1947 Conqresslonal

Pres1dent Harry s Truman, 80th Cong.,
EN . R R B . . g
.68 L '
B xcerpt from the 1952 state of the Unlon Address in Fred L. Israel .
1

'(ed.), The State of - the Union Messages of the Presldents, 1590—1966 (3 vols.;

o
>
- \

Address»of President Dwight D. Eisenhower

Excerpt from the 1953 Ineugural
. From

1n Dav1s N. Lottt (ed.), The Inaugural Address of the Amerlcan Presldbnts-

P1nehart and W1nston, 1961), p 259

FI T, \ . _,/ ., . . : . .
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miti nq‘fba - "In other words. there is slmply rot ‘yet enouqh of a dlfference

b t veen the two reglmes, Jn their relations between themselves and their

/

f ens——and the North has the more eff1c1ent/polltlco—mllltary apparatus——

ke the c1tlzens of the South rally to 'its/ defense. That is why there

.can be no genu1ne comparlson between the Berlan wall and the "17th parallel. =

.In Berlln, the barr1er separates a total d1ctatorsh1p from a true worklng

tems, pract1c1ng v1rtually ‘the

'ﬂdemocracy,uan V1et—Nam, it separates two.sy

same.rituals but ' invoking different dietie /"" See, Fall, Two VJet Nams , p.' .

308,

71 .

[

fIdea§,~p;_lG3.(also in Language,

” .

p- 49).
73 '
. Weaver p01nts out that- the "false lover" fears noth -a true d1alect1c P

and an examlnatlon of alternatlves o an 1ssue.v See Efblcs, p. 12 (also in
. / AR .

bLanguaqe, p. 7).

] - . ) i1 ) [ - f . 2 .
. . i ¥ . . S

4
Weaver descr1bes “charlsmatic terms“ as”’ belng those whlch have a great

v /
susceotlblllty to m1suse, 1dent1f ing, as representatlves of this class, such

‘terms as "freedom," and "democracy." ,See EtthS, pp. 227—32 (also in Language,

pp. 105-112). A

S //~‘ . o v : i
-~ See Ethics, p. 231. Indeed Weaver s ent1re theorv of communlcatlon

‘may be - termed a rhetorlc of values. Weaver opposes the doctrlnes of nominalism

and; cultural relat1v1sm and/argues for a notion of culture as a man—made value

system (Vlsrons, p. 12), .and education’ as . value tra1n1ng (VJslons, p. 113 and t

.Llfe, pp.- 43, 48) He' favors a ‘committed rhetor1c 1n,wh1ch the rhetor knows,l-

. . . A
- .. <. -

sneks and uses values.-

Yoo

76 o ’
Robert S. McNamara, "Un1ted States Pollcy ‘in V1et—Nam,“ Department of

oo
" State Bulletin, 50 (]964), §62. ‘In this connectlon, it is 1nterest1nq to

observe that Weaver c1tes "aggre551on" as .a term subject to mlsorderlng as an

: “There are many. 51gns," he writes, "to show that the term

.J/ '.".. ) o 3(3. . N . fl' . “.

‘ultlmate one.



‘ 1n 4he medlanval pnrlod and as -

'.not moral in thelr use of rhetor1c.

.

B

/
c1a1ms—-have a persuas1ve advantage, wr1t1ng that’ "The polltlcal party which

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

pp. 110-111). ; : ‘ . L SR
N * '. . ) ) ) ) . . . . B . ’%""‘

'Viet-Nam Reader, pp,_291—92, and Bernard B. Fall, "How the Fre

"reasoners.

ERIC ™.

B s 24

s &

o . ! s ~. ’ C e
aqqressor will soon hecome a dep051tory for all the resentmentq and fears

whlvh naturally arlse in a peop]o. As such, it will functioh as did '1nf1del'

reactlonary has funcfloned in the roccnt past.

Maanestlv Jt JSIOf great advantage to a naflon bent upon organlzlnq its power

+0 he able to stiomatize ‘some. neighbor as -aggressor, .so that the term's

'capac1fv for 1rratlonal assumptlon is-a great temptatlon for those who are
See Ethics, pp. 231-32: (also in Language,

~

¢

A' .See Charles DeGaulle, "Statement on Southeast As1a," 1n Viet—-Nam Reader,

N,
¢
g

p. 270, 'Kahin, "Excerpts from Natlonal Teach- In 'on Viet-Nam Pollcy," in
ufh Got Out of

Viet-Nam,"'in‘Viet—Nam Reader, p. 91. , o
Fall, Two Viet-Nams, p. 336. >
: A ‘j . S . Vi
79 . R ' K . .
7 Ibid., pp. 357-59.: ) . - : ‘ o "
- o oo . , S .," L =

.80 Fall, viet—Nam Reader,-pp.'253e54;jand Schlesinger, pp. 34-35. -
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The 1ssue of whether def1n1tlons f1t _the s1tuatlon is. analogous to the
questlon of vhether a dialectic (for, whatever motlve) becomes so rar1f1ed as

\to no longer apnly to the real world as per Weaver s example of Thoreau on

_"C1v1l;D1sobed1ean. T ‘ {

. v

;.f _82 Vlslons, p- 64 (also in ' anguage, p. 174) . In Ideas, p. 19, Weaver

expresses-a relafed thought about motlve. ""How frequently it 1s brought
to our attentlon that noth1ng good can be doné if the will 1is wrong Reason

alone falls to Justlfy itself.. Not w1thout cause has the, devll been called

the prince of lawyers,fand not- by acc1dent are Shakespeare s v111a1ns good

f R

<

If the dlspos1tlon is wrong, reason 1ncreases maleflcence, if it

is r1ght, reason orders and furthers the good ",

/

N

. 83 It should be observed that, at one polnt Weaver does 1mply that

';arguments closely connected to pr1nc1ple——presumabl def1n1t10nally—or1ented

v i G
R " '

A



- - ' . .; B : v
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¢

Abraham Lincoln carried to v1ctory in 1860 was a party w1th these moral

The Whlgs had dlslntegrated from' thelr own lack of ‘principle,

objectives.
and the Republlcans emerqed with A program capable bf rallying men to effort

. and. sacrlfice--whlch are jin the long run psychologlcally more compelllng

See Ethlcs, P. 80. Weaver (Ethlcs, p. 83) also

4

‘than the stasis of securlty."
"

believes that, 1n the longrun, circumstantial arguments may be punlshed "w1th

1

a‘.
failure." ) )
T e SRR .
L ~ Language, p. 149.and Ethics, p. 192 ; .
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